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Responsive to the action mailed January 9, 2007, Applicant elects the invention of 
Group I, claims 43-44, 46-47, 49-50, 52 an 54, without traverse. In response to the examiner's 
question stated in the action, Applicant notes that a optical sensor is a device that senses a 
parameter such as temperature optically and provides a signal (e.g., a voltage) relating to such 
sensing, while an optical imaging apparatus is an apparatus that forms an image of a target 
location; an imaging apparatus may monitor temperature, for example by producing an image of 
the target location and then providing that image to an optical sensor. (In certain 
implementations, the apparatus could also include the optical sensor.) 

In response to the Office's citation of MPEP sections for the apparent propositions that 
changes in size and shape, and integration of separate objects do not make for patentable 
distinctions, Applicant notes that both points are fact-specific applications from case law, and 
neither point is a rule. Rather, while it may be true that changes in size alone or mere 
integration, without any change in the manner in which a device performs, would not be 
patentable, that is not the case here. Specifically, the claimed device, because it is configured 
and sized for vascular introduction, performs by being able to be strong through a length of 
vasculature, while the prior art Johnson device must depend on gravity for its proper operation 
and also could not possibly be used for typical vascular activities. Moreover, the integration and 
proper arrangement of the portions of the claimed device is not a mere obvious combination of 
parts, but is a fundamental difference over the Johnson device that permits for such successful 
vascular introduction. As a result, Applicant respectfully submits that the cited MPEP provisions 
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and the cases referenced in those provisions do not control the disposition of the curretly-pending 
claims. 
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